UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-7353

EMORY ALVIN M CHAU,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

BRUCE ORR Detective, Charleston County
Sheriff's Ofice; JERRY JELLICO, Detective,
Charl eston County Sheriff's Ofice; VR.
TANNER, Det ective, Charl eston County Sheriff's
Ofice; MR FIELDS, Detective, Charleston
County Sheriff's Ofice; JACK GUEDALI A, Magi s-
trate of Charleston County; SERGEANT TAGUE,
Charl eston County Sheriff's O fice; DETECTI VE
BUHLE, Charleston County Sheriff's Ofice;
DETECTI VE HALE, Charleston County Sheriff's
O fice; DETECTIVE TITTLE, Charleston County
Sheriff's Ofice; LEROY LINEN, Magistrate of
Charl eston County,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Sout h Carolina, at Charl eston. Solonon Blatt, Jr., Senior District
Judge. (CA-96-442-2-8- AK, CA-96-443-2- 8- AK)

Subm tt ed: Novenber 21, 1996 Deci ded: Decenber 6, 1996

Before HALL, WLKINS, and HAMLTON, GCircuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Enmory Alvin M chau, Appellant Pro Se.




Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order denying his no-
tion to appoi nt counsel and adopting the magi strate judge's recom
mendation to dismss two Defendants with prejudice in this action
filed under 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (1994). We dism ss the appeal for |ack
of jurisdiction because the order i s not appeal abl e. This court may
exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 US. C. § 1291
(1994), and certain interlocutory and col |l ateral orders, 28 U S. C.

§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial I|Indus.

Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). The order here appeal ed i s neither

a final order nor an appeal abl e interlocutory or collateral order
We deny Appellant’'s notion for enlargenent of the record and
di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory. W di spense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presentedin
the material s before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci -

si onal process.

DI SM SSED



